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ABSTRACT 
Basketball players at three NCAA Division I colleges, three NCAA 
Division II or.NAIA colleges and three NCAA Division III colleges were 
surveyed in order to study the factors which were influential in their 
selection of a college to attend. A questionnaire which contained 43 
influences listed under five general categories (Academic Influence, 
General Influence, Overall Athletic Influence, Basketball Influence and 
Hometown Influence) was administered to 67 basketball players. Players 
were asked to indicate the degree of importance that each influence and 
each general category had in their ultimate selection of a college. The 
10 highest and 10 lowest means were reported for all colleges and further 
analyzed by NCAA or NAIA level of competition. The five influences that 
appeared in the top 10 for all three divisions were career opportunities 
upon graduation, academic reputation of the school, availability of the 
major desired and the warmth, honesty and personal interest of both the 
head coach and the recruiting coach. Differences between the three 
divisions were also analyzed for each influence and a significant differ-
ence existed between the divisions concerning the importance of closeness 
of campus to home, media exposure of athletics, attention from pro scouts 
and meeting with current players on the team. 
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
Technological improvements in the mass media have brought the sport of 
intercollegiate basketball into almost every horne in America. With this 
type of media coverage has corne increased popularity for the sport and 
huge revenue increases for the various colleges and their athletic depart-
ments. Odenkirk claimed that these increases have dictated to coaches, 
student-athletes and others involved in the basketball endeavors of an 
institution a "win at any cost" philosophy (1981). With the emphasis on 
winning in the sport of basketball, coaches have corne under immense pres-
sure to recruit the best student-athlete, since the successful recruitment 
of only one or two "blue chip" student-athletes can turn a program from 
mediocrity and obscurity to one of success and national prestige in a very 
short time (Rooney, 1980). 
The process of recruiting student-athletes for college basketball pro-
grams has become highly controversial in higher education and society as a 
whole. One university president concerned about the role of intercolle-
giate athletics in higher education discussed its internal and external 
values and criticized aspects of recruiting because of the behavior it 
inspires in students, coaches, student-athletes, faculty, alumni and 
others (Boyd, 1980). The president of the University of San Francisco 
went so far as to drop the sport of basketball as an intercollegiate sport 
because of the continuing adverse publicity its basketball program brought 
the university (Oppenheim, 1982). Leifsen described how the recruitment 
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of her son, a "blue chip" basketball player, disrupted and nearly de-
stroyed their family (1979). 
Hanford (1979) and Nyquist (1978) discussed many aspects of the re-
cruitment of student-athletes and pointed out various violations committed 
by coaches from altering transcripts to making payments to prospective 
student-athletes and their relatives in order to induce them to choose a 
particular school. The controversy of illegal payments was recently high-
lighted by the media when Digger Phelps, head basketball coach at Notre 
Dame, alleged that he knew of several institutions offering recruits 
$10,000 per year to come and play basketball (White, 1982). 
The factors that influence student-athletes to select a particular 
school over others may. well range from financial resources and parental 
influence to fame and prestige. Douvan and Kaye (1961) made the state-
ment, "If we know little about the decision to go to college, we know even 
less about how adolescents choose the particular schools they enter" (p. 
216) . 
Much research has been done since 1962 to determine what factors in-
fluence a high school student's decision to attend a particular college 
over another •. Ideally, student-athletes should be attracted to a college 
or a university by the same influential factors as the general student 
population; however, this is not always true (Gowler, 1971). 
With the pressure on coaches to recruit good basketball players and 
the increased scrutiny of the National Collegiate Athletic Association to 
insure compliance with recruiting rules, it would be helpful for coaches 
to know what factors influence student-athletes to choose one particular 
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institution over another. This type of knowledge would enable coaches to 
develop a recruiting program that would attract the highest caliber of 
student-athletes necessary to maintain a successful program and accomplish 
this within the regulation of the NCAA. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem under investigation in this study was to analyze certain 
influences of collegiate choice to determine their degree of importance in 
the decision of a male basketball player to attend a selected college or 
university. A second problem for consideration was to determine the re-
lationship between these influences and the type of college selected. The 
type of college was categorized by the level of basketball competition 
played by the institution being either NCAA Division I, NCAA Division II 
or NAIA, or NCAA Division III. A third problem was to determine what, 
if any, reiationship existed between the type of college-selected and the 
size of the high school the individual attended and the basketball level 
of experience of the individual based on the number of years he started on 
a high school varsity team. 
More specifically, this study attempted to answer the following ques-
tions: 
1. Hhat were the primary influences, based on a list suggested by 
previous research, which motivated male basketball players to attend se-
lected colleges or universities? 
4 
2. What was the most influential general category of factors which 
motivated male basketball players to attend selected colleges or universi-
ties? 
3. Were there any significant differences between the three levels of 
basketball competition defined as NCAA Division I, NCAA Division II or 
NAIA and NCAA Division III and the degree of importance of the influences 
which motivated the basketball players to attend their selected college or 
university? 
4. Is there any relationship between the level of basketball competi-
tion of the college or university selected and the size of the individual's 
high school? 
5. Is there any relationship between the level of basketball competi-
tion of the college or university selected and the individual's level of 
basketball experience as determined by the number of years the individual 
started on a high school varsity basketball team. 
Null Hypothesis 
Because very little research has been done to analyze the factors that 
influence student-athletes to select a college or university, a direction-
al hypothesis was not developed for this study. Intead, the following 
null hypotheses were used to guide the researcher in the investigation of 
each subproblem: 
1. All 43 factors of influence were equally important in the college 
selection process of male basketball players. 
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2. All five general categories of influence ~ere equally important 
in the college selection process of male basketball players. 
3. There were no significant difrerences between the subjects from 
the three NCAA or NAIA levels of competition and the degree of 
. importance they placed on a particular influence. 
4. The NCAA or NAIA level of competition of the college selected by 
a subject was independent of the size of the subject's high 
school. 
5. The NCAA or NAIA level of competition of the college selected by 
a subject was independent of the number of years the subject 
started on a high school varsity basketball team. 
Purpose of the Study 
College basketball recruiting requires a large investment of time, 
money and effort on the part of coaches and athletic departments. Ulti-
mately, only one college will receive any type of return on this investment 
for any given player. With only so many resources available, it behooves 
coaches to recruit those student-athletes who have some probability of 
eventually choosing their institution. The purpose of this study was to 
determine which factors influence basketball players to select one college 
over another so that coaches may more effectively utilize their recruiting 
resources to emphasize specific areas of influence. 
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Limitations 
1. The responses available to the subjects were those listed in the 
survey instrument. 
2. The list of 43 influences and their division into 5 general cate-
gories were suggested by a review of previous research and assumed to be 
those of major significance. This list could not, however, be considered 
totally comprehensive. 
3. Data were gathered at the end of the second semester and subjects 
included basketball players who were completing one, two, three or four 
years of education at their particular institution. Because of the length 
of time elapsed since their original decision to attend their respective 
college, it is possible that responses may have measured some degree of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with attributes of the college in compari-
son to what they had perceived to exist. 
4. It was necessary, due to time, money and convenience, for the 
surveys to be administered by someone other than the researcher. 
Delimitations 
This study was narrowed to an investigation of male basketball play-
ers attending the following colleges or universities located in the State 
of Iowa: 
NCAA Division I institutions 
1. Drake University - Des Moines, Iowa 
2. I?wa State University - Ames, Iowa 
3. University of Northern Iowa - Cedar Falls, Iowa 
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NCAA Division II or NAIA institutions 
1. Graceland College - Lamoni, Iowa 
2. Morningside College - Sioux City, Iowa 
3. St. Ambrose College - Davenport, Iowa 
NCAA Divis~on·III institutions 
1. Central College - Pella, Iowa 
2. Simpson College - Indianola, Iowa 
3. W~rtburg College - Waverly, Iowa 
Definition of Terms 
Student-athlete - A student at a selected college or university who is a 
member in good standing on any of that institution's intercollegiate 
athletic teams. 
Basketball player - A student-athlete at a selected college or university 
who is a member of that institution's intercollegiate basketball 
team. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Influences on a student's decision to choose a particular college has 
been a popular topic of research for many educators. Most of the research 
has revolved around the general population of students and has been help-
ful to administrators, educators and counselors concerned with the process 
of college matriculation. Very little research has been done, however, on 
the specific factors that influence a student-athlete to select a certain 
college. Before determining if there are differences in the factors that 
influence students in general and student-athletes, it would be helpful to 
understand what influences the typical student to choose a selected col-
lege. Therefore, the review_of literature has been divided into two sec-
tions: The Selection of a College by the General Population of Students 
and The Selection of a College by Student-Athletes. 
The Selection of a College by the General Population of Students 
Holland (1959a) studied the factors influencing the selection of a 
college by superior students and found that the major influences could be 
divided into categories defined as geographic, academic, status-prestige, 
cost and religion. Similar findings were reported by Douvan and Kaye 
(1961). Holland's study showed the most influential factors to be: (i) 
good college, (2) close to home, (3) recommended by friends, (4) academic 
standing, (5) desirable location, and (5) small size. Holland cautioned 
that the results might be different for average students with lower 
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scholastic aptitude. He further suggested that students make their 
choices on the basis of vague notions about reputations and values which 
cannot be documented. 
Stordahl (1970) studied the relationship of certain demographic and 
academic characteristics of students to their perceptions of factors in-
fluencing their choice of a college. He concluded that all students place 
considerable emphasis upon intellectual considerations when selecting a 
college regardless of their sex or scholastic aptitude. A second conclu-
sion of this study was that students at Northern Michigan University felt 
that the advice of other persons had very little influence in their col-
lege selection. This was contrary to the findings of Holland. 
Snelling and Baruch (1970) found that male students were more in-
fluenced by small classes and close student-faculty ties, small student 
bodies, broad background offered by liberal arts colleges, quality of 
other students, reputation of their specific major area and scholarships 
granted. The least influential factors were religious affiliation, close 
friends attending and proximity of the school to home. 
Grosz (1971), in a study of factors that influenced freshmen to 
attend selected small midwestern colleges, noted that the most important 
influences of collegiate choice were that the colleges were small, coedu-
cational and provided the opportunity for faculty interaction. His data 
also showed that scholarship aid, which reflects cost influence, was also 
very important in the college selection process. 
Wilson (1971) surveyed selected college freshmen in 1968 and re-
ported that factors such as influence of parents or relatives, academic 
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reputation, low cost, advice of a high school teacher and geographic loca-
tion were most important in choosing a college. He pointed out, as did 
Holland (1959b), that there are expected differences in the relative im-
portance of the influences by type of institution. 
Bowers and Pugh (1973) developed a questionnaire and administered it 
to in-coming freshmen and their parents at Indiana University. The re-
sults of the study revealed that parents and students attach different 
levels of importance to factors relevant to college choice decisions, thus 
supporting the work of Holland (1959b). The students were found to be 
more concerned with social and cultural aspects of the school while the 
parents were more concerned with financial, geographical and academic fac-
tors of the institution. This was one of the few studies reviewed where 
students did not place considerable emphasis on academic quality as sug-
gested by Stordahl (1970), Holland (1959a), Wilson (1971), and Snelling 
and Baruch (1970). 
Litten and Brodigan (1982) studied college students in six major 
metropolitan areas and administered questionnaires to both students and 
their parents. Their findings supported the conclusions of Holland 
(1959b) and Bowers and Pugh (1973), that students and parents attach dif-
ferent significance to different factors of influence. This study rein-
forced the conclusion that students are more concerned with consumption 
benefits such as location and social atmosphere. Unlike Bowers and Pugh, 
however, the students in this study also included academic reputation and 
cost as important factors of influence. Parents were also influenced by 
the potential careers to which a program of study might lead. 
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Leister and MacLachlan (1976) administered a questionnaire to junior 
college graduates transferring to a four year institution and found many 
of the same important influences as those found in students choosing a 
four year college out of high school. Their results ranked the influences 
in order of importance as follows: (1) academic quality, (2) variety of 
course offerings, (3) costs, (4) personal attention from faculty, (5) 
friendliness of student body, (6) location, (7) size of college, (8) so-
cial life, and (9) religious affiliation. Murphy (1981) found a very 
similar ranking when he investigated the college choi~e influences of 
students and parents from Milwaukee in 1980. He ranked the influences in 
order of their importance as: (1) academic reputation, (2) cost, (3) 
location of campus, (4) distance from home, (5) size of school, and (6) 
parental opinion. 
Lay and Maguire (1981) collected data utilizing a questionnaire ad-
ministered to 2500 Boston College applicants. The three factors of in-
fluence that appeared the most included financial aid~ parent's preference 
and specific academic program. Other factors that occurred with some de-
gree of frequency were size of school and location of campus. This sup-
ports the findings of others such as 11urphy (1981) and 'vilson (1971), 
although this particular study did not specify whether these applicants 
actually matriculated to Boston College. 
Traditional motivations for selecting a particular college were re-
ported by Holland (1959a) as academic, cost, geographic, status-prestige 
and religion. These factors of influence have appeared throughout the 
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research undertaken during the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s in one form or 
another. 
It is interesting to note, however, that in most of the later studies 
undertaken in the late 1970s and 1980s, the factors of academic quality 
and cost have consistently been two of the more prominent influences on 
college choice by both students and parents. This might be the result of 
the consumer consciousness that has swept this country over the past 5 to 
10 years. 
Much of the research conducted has focused on different aspects of 
the college selection process and attempted to analyze factors of influ-
ence with varying demographic characteristics of institutions and dis-
tinguishing characteristics of students. All of the research tends to 
support the assertions of Holland (1959a) and Wilson (1971) that different 
kinds of students are attracted to different kinds of institutions. 
Th~ Selection of a College by Student-Athletes 
Although there has been a great deal of research into the influences 
associated with selecting a college by students in general, very little 
legitimate research has been conducted to determine the factors that in-
fluence college choice of student-athletes. Durso (1975) made an in-
depth comparison of the top student in athletics in a large Brooklyn high 
school and the top student in academics and discovered that an exceptional 
athlete had many colleges beating a path to his door to offer him an edu-
cation while an exceptional student in academics had to sell himself to 
the colleges in Which he was interested. The implication was that with 
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colleges seeking out athletes, certain influential factors that might not 
be present for the typical student might affect a student-athlete's selec-
tion of a college. 
Paul Baker, a college basketball coach, suggested that the selection 
of a college by a student athlete was more complicated than for a nonath-
lete. He advised prospective student-athletes to go beyond the recruit-
ment procedures of an institution and systematically investigate the type 
of scholarships available and the level of competition of the institution 
(Baker, 1966). 
Ostro (1980) looked at the area of recruiting high school athletes 
through the eyes of a high school athletic administrator and discussed the 
normal sequence of events that take place when a student-athlete is being 
recruited by a prospective college. He emphasized the importance of not 
letting undue harrassment and pressure from recruiting coaches cloud the 
decision-making process of the student-athlete and his parents. 
Levin (1981) also cautioned high school student-athletes to maintain 
a proper perspective when being recruited. He cited two high school 
basketball coaches who were very helpful in assisting their players in the 
evaluation of colleges. Both coaches encouraged their players to list 
those factors that were important to them in a college and use that list 
when being recruited to compare various institutions. 
Waggener (1982) offered important factors for potential student-
athletes to be aware of as: (1) academic goals, (2) professional goals, 
(3) coaching styles and philosophies, (4) analysis of returning players, 
(5) athletic facilities, (6) style of play, and (7) reputation of the 
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school's athletic department. He went on to emphasize the importance of 
high school coaches using the above factors to advise their players and 
assist them in their evaluations of prospective colleges. 
Harkins (1969) emphasized many of the same factors in a list of 20 
questions he prepared for student-athletes to consider when selecting a 
potential college. He encouraged student-athletes to go beyond the tradi-
tional influences of academics, finances and social opportunities and to 
carefully analyze each prospective institution from an athletic stand-
point. Included in this athletic evaluation were an analysis of the head 
coach, other players on the team and the ability of the student-athlete to 
fit in and play at the level of competition in which the college competes. 
The key to Harkins' advice as well as that of Levin and Waggener was that 
a student-athlete must be objective in his selection process if he is to 
be successful in his athletic endeavors while attending college. 
Brown (1979) discussed one other aspect of the college selection 
process by student athletes, that of illegal inducements to select a cer-
tain college over others. He stressed the importance of objectivity and 
the need for student-athletes to be aware of current NCAA recruiting rules 
and policies. 
The NCAA Manual fo! 1982-83 contains the following provisions con-
cerning offers and inducements: 
Section 1. Offers and Inducements. (a) No member of an institu-
tion's athletic staff or other representative of athletic inter-
ests shall solicit the enrollment of any prospective student-
athlete except as which ic may be a member. 
(b) An institution's staff member or any other representative of 
an institution's athletic interests shall not, during recruitment 
of an individual and prior to the individual's enrollment at the 
institution, be offering to give any financial aid or other bene-
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fits to the prospective student-athlete, the prospect's relatives 
or friends, other than expressly permitted by governing legisla-
tion of this Association. This prohibition shall apply regardless 
of whether similar financial aid, benefits or arrangements are 
available to prospective students in general, their relatives or 
friends. 
(1) Specifically prohibited financial aid, benefits and arrangements 
include, but are not limited to: arrangement of employment of the 
relatives of a prospective student-athlete; gift of clothing or 
equipment; the co-signing of loans; provisions of loans to the rela-
tives or friends of a prospective student-athlete; cash or like 
items; any tangible items including merchandise, free or reduced-
cost services or rental or purchases of any type, and free or 
reduced-cost housing. (pp. 43-44) 
Rooney (1980) cited several instances of illegal inducements. A 
football recruit at Southwest Louisiana University was offered in addition 
to his scholarship monthly cash payments, free clothes and transportation, 
illegal certification of his academic eligibility and even a substitute 
to take his SAT tests. In another instance, a prominent wide receiver at 
Oklahoma University received free clothing, a low interest car loan and 
numerous season tickets Which could be sold for huge profits, while he 
attended the university (Rooney, 1980). Durso (1975) quoted a famous 
Ohio State football player Who received batches of season tickets as say-
ing, "If you were a pretty good player, you could get an alumnus to take a 
ticket of your hands for $300" (p. 49). Over 50 percent of the violations 
that have led to schools being placed on probation by the NC~~ since 1952 
have been in the area of recruiting and improper aid (Rooney, 1980). 
Illegal inducements are difficult to document and do not appear to be 
prime influences in any of the research involving student-athletes and 
their college selection process. 
Stotlar (1976) in a study of football players in the Pennsylvania 
State Colleges Athletic Association administered a questionnaire that 
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asked subjects to rank items of influence in the following categories: 
(1) High School and Hometown Influence, (2) College Educational Influence, 
(3) College Athletic Influence, (4) College Specific Football Influence, 
and (5) College General Influence. He concluded in his study that foot-
ball players in that conference were most influenced by an opportunity to 
play, the college coaching staff and the athletic program as a whole. 
Data from a study by Stevens (cited in Stotlar, 1976) also showed that the 
opportunity to play was an important factor to small college football 
player's selection of a college along with a sound academic program, a 
winning tradition and the small college atmosphere. Neither of these 
studies found financial aid to be a primary influence. This may be 
peculiar to small college student-athletes who by NCAA rules cannot re-
ceive financial aid on the basis of athletic ability. 
Brownlee (cited in Stotlar, 1976) did a survey of university status 
basketball players and found financial aid as one of the most important 
factors in the decision making and selection process. He commented that 
if there was a limited amount of financial aid available to the student-
athlete, then the opportunity to play should be emphasized as a recruiting 
tool. This reinforces the conclusions of Stotlar and Stevens and points 
out that influential factors in the selection process will not only vary 
between students in general and student-athletes, but may also vary be-
tween student-athletes on the basis of whether they are recruited for a 
small college that is precluded from offering financial aid on the basis 
of athletic ability and large colleges that can offer aid on the basis of 
athletic ability. 
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Edwards and Chow (1979) did a study on college football recruiting in 
which they administered questionnaires to 85 major college football 
coaches in the country. They reported the top 10 factors that coaches 
perceive as influences on a prospective student-athlete's decision to 
select a college as: (1) coach-recruit relationship, (2) coaching staff 
at the college, (3) football traditions, (4) educational opportunities, 
(5) facilities of the college, (6) geographic location, (7) parental in-
fluence, (8) style of play, (9) won/loss record, and (10) conference 
prestige. Some of the other factors which were perceived to be important 
were the opportunity to play, present players o~ .the team, media exposure 
and graduation ratio of athletes. Since these were 'perceptions of major 
college coaches, it is possible that an athletic scholarship was not men-
tioned, as suggested by Brownlee, because it was assumed all of their 
players were receiving a scholarship. 
Allsen and Roundy (cited in Edwards and Chow, 1979) administered a 
questionnaire to football and basketball players at selected major col-
leges and universities. The top four influences on the college selection 
process listed by basketball players were: (1) coaching staff, (2) 
basketball tradition of the school, (3) educational opportunities, and (4) 
style of play. These findings reinfor~e those reported in previously 
cited research (Edwards and Chow, Stotlar and Stevens). Similar studies 
reported that the basketball tradition of a school, the coaching staff and 
an opportunity to play were major factors of influence for several promi-
nent athletes (Durso, 1975). 
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It is evident that recruiting student-athletes for college basketball 
programs at any level of competition is very important to the success of 
those schools' programs (Rooney, 1980). It, therefore, becomes important 
for college basketball coaches to know which factors affecting the selec-
tion process of a prospective student-athlete's choice of college are most 
important. This knowledge would enable coaches to legally recruit pro-
spective student-athletes by marketing those factors found to be most in-
fluential. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Selection of the Sample Colleges 
Nine colleges were selected in the state of Iowa on the basis of the 
willingness.of their head basketball coaches to allow their players to 
participate. Three of the colleges had basketball programs at the NCAA 
Division I level of competition, three of the colleges had basketball 
programs at the NCAA Division II or NAIA level and three of the colleges 
had programs at the NCAA Division III level. The second grouping of NCAA 
Division II and NAIA schools were placed together because the two levels 
are very similar in that they are allowed to grant scholarships for 
basketball, unlike NCAA Division III. Yet, they don't offer the prestige 
or exposure that most NCAA Division I schools do. 
The head basketball coach of each institution was sent a letter just 
prior to the end of the second semester of school year 1982-83. This 
letter requested permission to administer a questionnaire to the players 
on the respective basketball teams and was followed up with a telephone 
call to coordinate the administration of the questionnaire. All of the 
coaches were willing to allow their players to be a part of the study and 
some expressed an interest to see the results of the study upon comple-
tion. A copy of the form letter sent to the coaches can be found in 
Appendix A. 
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Description of the Sample Colleges 
The nine institutions selected for this study were located in the 
state of Iowa. The information contained in the brief descriptions that 
follow was extracted from the latest edition of Barron's Profiles of 
.~erican Colleges (1982). 
Drake University 
Drake University is an independent nonsectarian university located in 
Des Moines, Iowa. The campus consists of 75 acres in the suburbs of the 
city with dormitories and fraternity housing available. The 1981 enroll-
ment was approximately 4900 undergraduate students and 1500 graduate stu-
dents. The 1981 costs were approximately $6,700 for tuition and room and 
board. The student-faculty ratio was reported as 12 to 1. 
The basketball program at Drake competes at the NCAA Division I level 
and is a member of the Missouri Valley Conference. They have been rela-
tively successful over the past 20 years in the sport of basketball with 
several appearances in the NCAA tournament in the late 1960s and an 
appearance in the NIT tournament in 1981. Gary Garner is the head coach 
and has been there for 2 years. 
Iowa State University 
Iowa State University was established. in 1858 as a public nonsec-
tarian university. The 1,000 acre campus is located 30 miles north of 
Des Moines in the community of Ames, Iowa. Dormitories and fraternities 
provide housing for many of the students. The 1981 reported enrollment 
was approximately 20,800 undergraduates and 3,400 graduate students. The 
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1981 costs were approximately $2,600 to Iowa residents for tuition and 
room and board. The student faculty ratio was 19 to 1. 
The basketball program at ISU competes at the NCAA I level in the 
Big 8 Conference. The program has not experienced much success in the 
past 10 years. Head Coach Johnny Orr is in his 4th season. 
University of Northern Iowa 
The University of Northern Iowa was established in 1876 and is a 
public nonsectarian institution. The campus consists of 723 acres located 
100 miles from Des Moines on the edge of Cedar Falls. Both dormitories 
and fraternities offer student housing. The 1981 reported enrollment was 
approximately 9,700 undergraduates and 1,200 graduate students. The 1981 
costs were approximately $2,500'to Iowa residents for tuition and room and 
board. The student-faculty ratio was 16 to 1. 
The basketball program at UNI competes at the NCAA Division I level 
in the Mid-Continent Conference. It has only been playing at the Division 
I level for a short period of time and has not been very successful in 
terms of won-loss record. The head coach is Jim Berry. 
Morningside College 
Morningside College was founded in 1894 as a private liberal arts 
college affiliated with the United Methodist.Church. The 27 acre campus 
is located 90 miles north of Omaha in the suburbs of Sioux City. The 1981 
reported enrollment was approximately 1,520 students and the costs were 
approximately $5,700 for tuition and room and board. The student-faculty 
ratio ~yas 16 to 1. 
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The basketball program competes at the NCAA Division II level in the 
North Central Intercollegiate Athletic Conference. The basketball team 
advanced to the final four of the NCAA Division II tournament in 1983. 
The head coach is Dan Callahan. 
Graceland Co~lege 
Graceland College was founded in 1895 as an independent coeduational 
institution sponsored by the Reorganized Church of Jesus Christ of the 
Latter-Day Saints. The 175 acre campus is located in the rural community 
of Lamoni. The reported 1981 enrollment was approximately 1,300 students 
and the costs were approximately $5,800 for tuition and room and board. 
The student-faculty ratio was 12 to 1. 
The basketball program competes at the NAIA level and is not affili-
ated with a particular conference. The head coach is Mike Wilson. 
St. Ambrose College 
St. Ambrose College is a private coeducational liberal arts college 
affiliated with the Roman Catholic Church. The small campus is located in 
the residential area of Davenport, Iowa, and dormitories are available for 
students. The reported enrollment was approximately 2,000 students in 
1981 and the costs were approximately $5,500 for tuition and room and 
board. The student-faculty ratio was 16 to 1. 
The basketball program competes in the NAIA in the Iowa Region and is 
not affiliated with any conference. The head coach is Ray Shovlain. It 
should be noted that the school has not had its own facility for competi-
tion and has utilized a local high school gym for its home games. 
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Central College 
Central College was founded in 1853 as a private liberal arts insti-
tution and is affiliated with the Reformed Church in America. The 66 
acre campus is located in the small Dutch community of Pella and more than 
85% of the students are housed in dormitories. The 1981 reported enroll-
ment \"Tas approximately 1,300 students and the approximate costs were 
$5,900 for tuition and room and board. The student-faculty ratio was 17 
to 1. 
The basketball program competes at the NCAA Division III level in the 
Iowa Intercollegiate Athletic Conference. The head coach is Richard 
Bowzer. 
Simpson College 
Simpson College was founded in 1860 as an independent liberal arts 
college and is historically related to the Methodist Church. The 55 acre 
campus is located 12 miles south of Des Moines in the community of 
Indianola. Approximately 70% of the students live on campus. The 1981 
reported enrollment was approximately 1,000 undergraduate students and the 
costs were approximately $6,200 for tuition and room and board. The 
student-faculty ratio was 13 to 1. 
The basketball program competes at the NCAA Division III level in the 
Iowa Intercollegiate Athletic Conference and the program has not had much 
success in the last 10 to 20 years. The current head coach is Dennis 
Deardon. 
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Wartburg College 
Wartburg College was founded in 1852 as a private liberal arts in-
stitution and is affiliated with the American Lutheran Church. The 83 
acre campus is located in the rural community of Wavery. Over 80% of the 
students live on campus. The 1981 reported enrollment was approximately 
1,000 students and the costs were approximately $6,500 for tuition and 
room and board. The student-faculty ratio was 15 to 1. 
The basketball program competes at the NCAA Division III level in the 
Iowa Intercollegiate Athletic Conference and the program has been very 
successful over the past 10 years. The head coach is Buzz Levick. 
Description of the Questionnaire 
A questionnaire was constructed by the researcher utilizing questions 
from an instrument designed by Gurney and Mathes (1982) on collegiate 
choices. This instrument was administered to Iowa State varsity athletes 
in 1982-83. These questions were arranged into five logical categories 
as suggested by Stotlar (1976) and presented to a panel of experts consist-
ing of two physical education professors who were former college coaches 
and a professor of education. Suggestions from the panel were taken into 
consideration and the questionnaire was constructed in final form and 
printed. A copy of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix B. 
The questionnaire was divided into three sections. The first section 
was designed to obtain descriptive information on each student such as 
age, size of high school, ethnic background and other information that 
might be useful in future research. The second section listed 43 possible 
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influences on the college selection process along with a continuum scale 
ranging from one to five on which students were asked to indicate the de-
gree to which each item had influenced his college choice. Space was also 
provided for students to indicate that an influence did not apply to their 
specific college selection process. Each of the 43 possible influences 
were listed under one of the following categories: 
1. College or University Academic Influence 
2. College or University General Influence 
3. College or University Overall Athletic Influence 
4. College or University Basketball Specific Influence 
5. Hometown Influence 
The third section asked each subject to rank the five categories in order 
of their importance in the decision to choose a college and provided a 
space to name the single most important factor that influenced their choice 
choice of a college. 
Collection of the Data 
Due to the time involved in the administration of the questionnaire 
and the costs to travel to 9 different institutions, the questionnaires 
were mailed to each head coach to be administered to his respective play-
ers. Each questionnaire was accompanied by a statement of informed con-
sent (Appendix C) for each player to sign and a prepaid mailer for the 
individual to use to return the questionnaire to the researcher. The in-
structions on each questionnaire stressed the confidentiality of the 
answers given and emphasized that the subjects could refuse to answer any 
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questions if they so desired. No time limit was imposed and the subjects 
were allowed to complete the questionnaires at their convenience. 
The percentage of surveys returned is reported in Chapter IV. Since 
the data collection instruments were administered to the players by their 
respective coaches, it could not be determined whether the return rate was 
as a result of the instruments not being given to all of the prospective 
players on a team or the fact that some players chose not to complete the 
instrument. In either case, no follow-up was conducted due to the sensi-
tivity of the data in the minds of the student athletes and the coaches 
and the fact that student athletes were instructed that they were not re-
quired to complete the instrument if they did not want to do so. It is 
the opinion of the researcher that the difference in the return rates by 
division reflected a difference in the attitude of the coaches towards the 
value of participating in the study. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
To answer the questions posed in Chapter I, 97 questionnaires were 
distributed to 9 college coaches for distribution and administration to 
their respective players. A total of 67 basketball players (69.1%) com-
pleted and returned the questionnaires as requested. The percentage of 
returns for each level of competition as well as the total return is pre-
sented in Table 1. 
Table 1. Number and percentage of responses to questionnnaire by NCAA or 
NAIA level of competition 
Number of ques-
tionnaires sent Responses Percentage 
NCAA Division I 28 17 60.7% 
NCAA Division II or NAIA 24 15 62.5% 
NCAA Division III 45 35 77 .8% 
Total 97 67 69.U 
Analysis of Data 
The collection of data produced 24 different items of descriptive 
information for each of the 67 students that responded to the question-
naire. In addition, information was obtained that measured the degree to 
which each of the 43 influences of collegiate choice had affected the 
student-athlete's decision to attend his particular college or university. 
All of the items of information regarding the students were analyzed 
descriptively utilizing frequency counts which are summarized in Appendix 
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D. The 43 influences of collegiate choice were also analyzed descriptive-
ly by calculating means and standard deviations for each influence. These 
43 influences were then tested for any significant differences by level 
of competition or NCAA Division to determine the degree to which the in-
fluences were shared in common. Means and standard deviations were also 
obtained for each influence by division. 
Lastly, the level of competition or division was analyzed through the 
use of chi square to determine if any relationship existed between the 
level of competition of the college selected and the amount of basketball 
experience of each subject, as measured by the years the individual start-
ed on a high school varsity basketball team. The same chi square tech-
nique was also used to determine if any relationship existed between the 
level of competition of the college selected and the size of the high 
school of each subject. 
Descriptive Information Concerning the Subjects 
Certain background data on each student-athlete were collected pri-
marily for future research and for general information to aid in assessing 
the nature of the students involved. These data are tabulated in Appendix 
D. Summarily, these data showed that 64.2% of the student-athletes were 
from the state of Iowa while another 16.4% were from the neighboring state 
of Illinois. The remaining 19.4% were from all of the other states in the 
country. 
The percentage of student-athletes majoring in business was 43.3%. 
The percentage of the subjects majoring in physical education was 10.4% 
while the other 46.3% of the student-athletes listed majors across 18 
different areas of study. 
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Influences of Collegiate Choice 
The student-athletes in this investigation were asked to rate on a 
scale from one to five the degree to which each of 43 factors had influ-
enced their decision to attend the college of their ultimate enrollment. 
Table 2 depicts the central tendency measures of those influences re-
ceiving the ten highest and ten lowest means for all colleges. The 43 
influences were further analyzed by ranking them within each level of com-
petition or division. Although the rank orders are slightly different for 
each division, several influences appeared in the top 10 and the bottom 10 
for all three levels of competition. Those influences that appeared in 
the top ten for all three divisions were career opportunities upon gradua-
tion, academic reputation of school, availability of major desired, 
warmth, honesty and personal interest shown by the recruiting coach and 
warmth, honesty and personal interest shown by the head coach. Those 
influences that appeared in the bottom ten for all three divisions were 
advice of a high school teacher, availability of an athletic dorm and 
training tables, attention from pro scouts, climate, meeting with strength 
coach and the fact that parents or relatives attended the school. Thus, 
of the ten highest influences listed for each division, five were shared 
in common by all the divisions while six of the ten least influential 
factors for each division were shared by all three divisions. 
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Table 2. Means and standard deviations for 10 highest and 10 lowest in-
fluences of collegiate choice for all nine colleges 
Rank Standard 
order 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Influence 
Career opportunities upon graduation 
Availability of major desired 
Academic reputation of school 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest of 
head coach 
Academic reputation of" major program 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest of 
recruiting coach 
Physical appearance of the campus 
A chance to play immediately 
Meeting with current players on the team 
School's reputation of team support 
In-state loyalty 
A friend enrolled at the school 
Media exposure of athletics 
Seeing the weight training facilities 
Advice of a high school teacher 
Climate 
Availability of athletic dorm or training 
tables 
Parents or relatives attended the school 
Meeting with strength coach 
Attention from pro scouts 
Mean 
4.1343 
3.9403 
3.8507 
3.7761 
3.7612 
3.7612 
3.4179 
3.3433 
3.3182 
3.3134 
2.1818 
2.1642 
2.0896 
2.0299 
1.8636 
1. 7910 
1.7164 
1.5373 
1.2537 
1.2537 
deviation 
0.9676 
1.0714 
1.0625 
1.3237 
1.0458 
1.2684 
0.8193 
1.1619 
1.1657 
1.1310 
1.3348 
1.4626 
1.0973 
1.0727 
1.1487 
1.0522 
1.0844 
1.4284 
1.1592 
1.1057 
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Table 3 depicts the influences receiving the ten highest and ten 
lowest means for NCAA Division I schools. Among the top ten influences at 
these schools, in addition to those in common with the other two divi-
sions, were meeting with current players on the team (first), a chance to 
play immediately (seventh), the school's reputation of team support 
(eighth), the basketball team's style of play (ninth), and the advice of 
parents (tenth). Among the bottom ten influences at this level of compe-
tition was also the advice of a trusted relative (thirty-fourth), number 
of students of the same ethnic background (thirty-fifth), weight training 
facilities (thirty-eighth) and a friend enrolled at the school (forty-
first). 
Table 4 shows the influences receiving the ten highest and ten lowest 
means for NCAA Division II or NAIA schools. The other influences in the 
top ten for these schools were the academic reputation of the major pro-
gram (third), a chance to play immediately (fifth), advice of parents 
(eighth), meeting with current players on the team (ninth), and the 
physical appearance of the campus (tenth). The bottom ten influences that 
were peculiar to this division were locker room facilities (thirty-
fourth), advice of a trusted relative (thirty-fifth), reputation of the 
school's basketball conference (thirty-sixth), and in-state loyalty (forty-
first). 
Table 5 depicts the influences receiving the ten highest and ten 
lowest means for NCAA Division III schools. Among the top ten influences 
for these schools that were not shared by all divisions were academic 
reputation of major program (fourth), physical appearance of campus 
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Table 3. Means and standard deviations for 10 highest and 10 lowest in-
fluences of collegiate choice for nCAA Division I schools 
Rank Standard 
order 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Influence Mean 
Meeting with current players on team 4.2500 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest of 4.1176 
recruiting coach 
Career opportunities upon graduation 4.0588 
Academic reputation of school 3.9412 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest at 3.8235 
head coach 
Availability of major desired 3.7059 
A chance to play immediately 3.6471 
School's reputation of team support 3.5882. 
Basketball team's style of play 3.5882 
Advice of parents 3.5882 
Advice of a trusted relative 2.3529 
Number of students of same ethnic background 2.1765 
Advice of a high school teacher 2.1250 
Availability of athletic dorm and training 2.0588 
table 
Height training facilities 2.0000 
Attention from pro scouts 1.8235 
Climate 1.8235 
A friend enrolled at the school 1.8235 
Meeting with strength coach 1.4706 
Parents or relatives attended the school 1.3529 
deviation 
0.7746 
1.0537 
0.8269 
1.0880 
1.6292 
1.4476 
0.9963 
1.1757 
1.2277 
1.4603 
1.6561 
1.0744 
1.4549 
1.1974 
1.1180 
1.4246 
1.1851 
1.5506 
1.2805 
1.3666 
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations for 10 highest and 10 lowest in-
fluences of collegiate choice for NCAA Division II and NAIA 
schools 
Rank Standard 
order 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Influencd 
Availability of major desired 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest of 
head coach 
Academic reputation of major program 
Career opportunities upon graduation 
A chance to play immediately 
Academic reputation of school 
Warmth, honesty and personal interest of 
recruiting coach 
Advice of parents 
Meeting with current players on team 
Physical appearance of campus 
Locker room facilities 
Advice of a trusted relative 
Reputation of your school's conference in 
basketball 
Parents or relatives attended 
Climate 
Availability of athletic dorm and training 
table 
Advice of a high school teacher 
In-state loyalty 
Attention from pro scouts 
Meeting with strength coach 
44 Post-season play-off tradition 
Mean 
4.2000 
3.8000 
3.7333 
3.7333 
3.6667 
3.5333 
3.4667 
3.4000 
3.2000 
3.1333 
1.9333 
1.9333 
1.8667 
1.8000 
1.7333 
1.4667 
1.4000 
1.9333 
1.2000 
1.2000 
deviation 
0.5606 
1.2649 
0.8837 
1.09998 
1.2344 
0.7432 
1.6417 
1.1832 
1.2071 
0.8338 
0.9612 
1.3870 
1.0601 
1.6987 
0.9612 
0.9904 
0.9856 
1. 2228 
0.4140 
0.9411 
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Table 5. Means and standard deviations for 10 highest and 10 lowest in-
fluences of collegiate choice for NCAA Division III schools 
Rank Standard 
order 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Influence 
Career opportunities upon graduation 
Academic reputation of_school 
Availability or major desired 
Academic reputation of major program 
Warmth. honesty and personal interest of 
head coach 
Warmth. honesty and personal interest of 
recruiting coach 
Physical appearance of campus 
Overall athletic reputation of school 
School's reputation of team support 
Physical appearance of practice and playing 
arena 
Mean 
4.3429 
3.9429 
3.9429 
3.8571 
3.7429 
3.7143 
3.6857 
3.3429 
3.3429 
3.3143 
In-state loyalty 2.1714 
Number of students of same ethnic background 2.1714 
Weight training facilities 2.0286 
Advice of a high school teacher 1.9429 
Climate 1.8000 
Media exposure of athletics 1.7429 
Availability of athletic dorm and training 1.6571 
tables 
Parents or relatives attended school 1.5143 
Meeting with strength coach 1.1714 
Attention from pro scouts 1.0000 
deviation 
0.9375 
1.1617 
1.0274 
0.9745 
1.2210 
1.1775 
0.8321 
1.0556 
1.1361 
1.0784 
1.3824 
1.3170 
1. 0706 
1.0274 
1.0516 
0.9805 
1.0556 
1.3584 
1.2001 
1.0572 
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(seventh), overall athletic reputation of the school (eighth), the school's 
reputation of team support (ninth) and the physical appearance of the 
practice and playing arena (tenth). The other influences in the bottom 
ten were number of students of the same ethnic background (thirty-fifth) 
and weight training facilities (thirty-sixth) which were also common to 
the bottom 10 of NCAA Division I. In-state loyalty (thirty-fourth) was 
also low in NCAA Division II or NAIA and media exposure (thirty-ninth) was 
peculiar to the bottom ten of only this division. The rankings for all 
influences by division are tabled in rank order in Appendix E. 
A second question to be answered by this study was what was the most 
influential general category of factors which motivated male basketball 
players to attend selected colleges or universities. Each student was 
asked to rank the five general categories of influence in order of their 
importance. Table 6 presents the ranked order of means for each of the 
general categories by NCAA or NAIA division. In all three levels of com-
petition, the academic influence ranked higher than any other category of 
influence while the hometown influence and overall athletic influence 
ranked in the bottom two categories in each group. 
A third question to be answered by this study was were there any 
significant differences between the three levels of competition and the 
degree of importance of any of the influences which motivated the sub-
jects to select their ultimate college. To answer this question, an 
analysis of variance was utilized to test the null hypothesis that the 
mean on each factor of influence was the same for each of the three com-
petitive divisions. For example, the null hypothesis for the influence 
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Table 6. Ranked order of general categories by level of competition 
NCAA Division I ranking Mean Standard deviation 
1. Academic influence 3.8235 0.9510 
2. Basketball specific influence 3.7647 1.3005 
3. College general influence 2.6471 1.1147 
4. Hometown influence 2.4118 1.8048 
5. Overall athletic influence 2.3529 1.1147 
NCAA Division II or NAIA ranking 
1. Academic influence 3.4667 1.4960 
2. College general influence 3.3333 1.4075 
3. Basketball specific influence 3.2667 0.9612 
4. Overall athletic influence 2.6000 1.1832 
5. Hometown influence 2.3333 1. 7593 
NCAA Division III ranking 
1. Academic influence 3.3429 1.5328 
2. College general influence 3.1714 1.2715 
3. Basketball specific influence 3.0857 1. 4011 
4. Overall athletic influence 3.0286 1.1754 
5. Hometown influence 2.3714 1.5546 
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of climate was 
~NCAA DIV.I = ~NCAA DIV.II = ~NCAA DIV.III 
or NAIA 
When tested, seven influences had significant dIfferences between the 
three divisions as shown in Table 7. Having found that a significant 
difference existed between the three means of the divisions, the means 
were then tested two at a time using a Scheffe technique to determine 
where the difference was. The influences of closeness of campus to home, 
overall athletic reputation of the school, winning tradition of the 
basketball team and reputation of the school's conference in basketball 
were all significantly more important for NCAA Division III schools than 
NCAA Division II or NAIA schools. The influence of reputation of the 
school's conference in basketball was also significantly more important 
for NCAA Division I schools than NCAA Division II or NAIA schools. 
The influence of attention from pro scouts, although not very impor-
tan.t for any of the divisions, was significantly more important for NCAA 
Division I than Division III as was the influence of media exposure of 
athletics. Meeting with current players on the team was significantly 
more important for NCAA Division I student-athletes than for either NCAA 
Division III or NCAA Division II or NAIA student-athletes. 
Table 8 depicts the chi-square contingency table that attempts to 
answer the question concerning whether a relationship existed between the 
size of the individual's high school and the level of competition of the 
college selected. The null hypothesis for this contingency table was that 
the level of competition of the college selected was independent of the 
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Table 7. Influences with significant differences between division levels 
NCAA NCAA NCAA 
Influence Div I Div II Div III 
Closeness of campus to home 2.8235 2.0000 3.0857 
F probability = .0318 Div I 
Div II 
Div III 
* 
Media exposure of athletics 2.8824 2.0000 1. 7429 
F probability = .0012 -Div I 
Div II 
Div III 
* 
Overall athletic reputation of school 2.9412 2.2000 3.3429 
F probability = .0040 Div I 
Div II 
Div III 
* 
Winning tradition of basketball team 2.6471 1. 9333 3.2571 
F probability = .0004 Div I 
Div II 
Div III * 
Reputation of school's conference in 
basketball 2.9412 1. 8667 3.2571 
F probability = .0010 Div I 
* Div II 
Div III 
* 
Attention from pro scouts 1.8235 1.2000 1.0000 
F probability = .0384 Div I 
Div II 
Div III 
* 
Meeting with current players on time 4.2400 3.2000 2.9429 
F probability = .0005 Div I 
Div II 
* Div III * 
*Denotes where the significant difference exists. 
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Table 8. Size of student-athlete's high schools 
NCAA Division II 
NCAA Division I or NAIA NCAA Division III 
Fre- Per- Fre- Per- Fre- Per-
Size quency centag~ quency centage quency centage 
Under 100 0 0 1 1.5 3 4.5 
101-500 5 7.5 4 6.0 15 22.4 
501-1,000 3 4.5 3 4.5 6 9.0 
1,000-1,500 5 7.5 3 4.5 5 7.5 
1,501-2,000 3 4.5 3 4.5 4 6.0 
Over 2,001 1 1.5 1 1.5 ') 3.0 ... 
N = 67; chi-square = 4.50112; D.F. 10 
size of the subject's high school. 2 The value of x was 4.50112 which was 
less than the critical value of 18.307. Therefore, the test failed to 
reject the null hypothe?is that the variables are independent and the type 
of college selected is unrelated' to the size of the high school. 
Table 9 presents a chi square contingency table that attempts to 
answer the last question of this study concerning whether a relationship 
existed between the number of years a subject started on a high school 
varsity and the level of competition of the college selected. The value 
of x2 was 4.13513 which like the previous test was less than the critical 
value of 12.592 thereby indicating that the two variables were unrelated. 
40 
Table 9. Number of years started on a high school varsity basketball team 
NCAA Division II 
NCAA Division I or NAIA NCAA Division III 
Fre- Per- Fre- Per- Fre- Per-
Years quency centage quency centage quency centage 
1 1 1.5 1 1.5 8 11.9 
2 7 10.4 6 9.0 13 19.4 
3 7 10.4 7 10.4 11 16.4 
4 2 3.0 1 1.5 3 4.5 
N = 67; chi-square 4.13513; D.F. 6 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS ~~ RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The problem under investigation in this study was to analyze certain 
influences ,of collegiate choice to determine their degree of importance 
in the decision of a male basketball player to attend a selected college 
or university. The research was guided by the following questions: 
1. What were the primary influences which motivated male basketball 
players to attend selected colleges or universities? 
2. What was the most influential general category of factors, which 
motivated male basketball players to attend selected college or 
universities? 
3. Were there any significant differences between the three levels of 
basketball competition defined as NCAA Division I, NCAA Division II 
or NAIA and NCAA Division III, and the degree of importance of the 
influences which motivated the basketball players to attend their 
selected college or university? 
4. Was there any relationship between the level of basketball competition 
of the college or university selected and the size of the subject's 
high school? 
5. Was there any relationship between the level of basketball competition 
of the college or university selected and the subject's level of 
basketball experience as determined by the number of years the subject 
started on a high school varsity basketball team? 
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Personal information on each student and their ratings of 43 influ-
ences of collegiate choice, as well as a ranking of five general cate-
gories of influence of collegiate choice were collected from 67 varsity 
basketball players. These players were selected from nine colleges or 
universities in the state of Iowa. 
Measures of central tendency revealed that the ten most important 
influences of collegiate choice were: 
1. Career opportunities upon graduation 
2. Availability of major desired 
3. Academic reputation of the school 
4. Warmth, honesty and personal interest of head coach 
5. Academic reputation of major program 
6. Warmth, honesty and personal interest of recruiting coach 
7. Physical appearance of the campus 
8. A chance to p1aY'immediate1y 
9. Meeting with current players on the team 
10. School's reputation of team support 
The five general categories of influence were ranked in order of im-
portance by all the basketball players as follows: 
1. Academic influence 
2. Basketball specific influence 
3. College general influence 
4. Overall athletic influence 
5. Hometown influence 
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The 43 influences were analyzed using analysis of variance to deter-
mine if any significant differences existed between the three levels of 
basketball competition and the degree of importance it placed on a par-
ticular influence. Significant differences existed between the division 
on seven of the 43 influences: closeness of campus to home, media expo-
sure of athletics, overall athletic reputation, winning tradition of the 
basketball team, reputation of the school's conference in basketball, 
attention from pro scouts and meeting with current players on the team. 
These seven influences were further analyzed using a Scheffe technique to 
test the differences two at a time to determine where the significant 
difference was. 
Lastly, two descriptive pieces of information on each subject, the 
size of the subject's high school and the number of years the subject 
started on a high school varsity, were studied to determine their rela-
tionship to the type of college selected. A chi square analysis was done 
that showed no relationship existed between the variables and the level of 
competition of the ultimate college selected. 
Conclusions 
1. The most important influences of collegiate choice for basketball 
players at selected Iowa colleges and universities were career oppor-
tunities upon graduation, availability of major desired, academic 
reputation of the school, warmth, honesty and personal interest of the 
head coach and warmth, honesty and personal interest of the recruiting 
coach. 
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2. The general category of academic influence was more important than the 
basketball specific influence. 
3. The advice of a high school teacher, climate, availability of an 
athletic dormitory and training tables, meeting with the strength 
coach, having parents or relatives who attended ,the school and atten-
tion from pro scouts did not play an important role in the selection 
of a college. 
4. The influences of closeness of campus to home, overall athletic 
reputation of the school, winning tradition of the basketball team and 
the reputation of the school's basketball conference were all signifi-
cantly more important for NCAA Division III schools than NCAA Division 
II or NAIA schools. 
5. The influence of reputation of the school's basketball conference was 
significantly more important for NCAA Division I schools than NCAA 
Division II or NAIA schools. 
6. The influence of attention from pro scouts and media exposure of 
athletics was significantly more important for NCAA Division I schools 
than NCAA Division III schools. 
7. The influence of meeting with current players on the team was sig-
nificantly more important for NCAA Division I schools than either NCAA" 
Division III or NCAA Division II or NAIA schools. 
8. There was no apparent relationship between the size of an individual's 
high school and the level of competition of the college he selected. 
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9. There was no apparent relationship between the number of years the 
individual started on a high school varsity team and the level of 
competition of the college he selected. 
Discussion 
Holland (1959a), Murphy (1981), Stordahl (1970), and Leister and 
MacLachlan (1976) all reported the importance of academic quality as a 
primary influence in the collegiate-choice process for students. This 
study reinforced the importance of academic quality in the 'college selec-
tion process of student-athletes. The top three influences of career 
opportunities upon graduation, availability of major desired and academic 
reputation of the school, were all influences from the general category of 
academic influence of the college or university. Wnen broken down by di-
vision, these three influences ranked in the top six influences of each 
division. Additionally, when the five general categories were ranked in 
order of importance, the academic influence was ranked first. 
This was contrary to the results reported by Stotlar (1976) and 
Brownlee (cited in Stotlar, 1976) who identified career opportunities 
upon graduation and availability of the major program as being important 
but secondary to the opportunity to play influence. Data from Stotlar's 
study also showed the football specific category of influences ranked 
higher than the academic influences. Stotlar's study involved football 
players from one conference which was, therefore, limited to one level of 
competition that was similar to NCAA Division II or NAIA. The opportunity 
to play ranked fifth by NCAA Division II or NAIA in this study. 
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The warmth, honesty and personal interest of both the head coach and 
recruiting coach were ranked in the top seven influences across all three 
division. This supported the work of Allsen and Roundy (cited in Edwards 
and Chow,1979) in which the coaching staff was the top influence cited by 
major college basketball players. It is interesting to note that the 
influence of the head coach was ranked higher than the recruiting coach at 
the NCAA Division II or NAIA level and the NCAA Division III level, but 
not at the NCAA Division I level. Stotlar (1976) noted the same response 
in his study and mentioned that in general, it is the coaching staff that 
does the majority of the recruiting and, therefore, they have more contact 
with the student-athlete prior to matriculation. This is especially true 
at the Division I level in basketball. 
The influences of closeness of campus to home, overall athletic repu-
tation of the school, and the winning tradition of the basketball team 
were all significantly higher for NCAA Division III subjects than NCAA 
Division II or NAIA subjects. Since subjects attending Division III 
schools do not receive scholarships or any financial aid for athletic 
ability, the closeness of the campus to home might have been more impor-
tant because of the costs. Two of the Division III schools used in this 
study have traditionally had good basketball programs and also good 
athletic programs as a whole, so the significance in the difference be-
tween the divisions on these two influences may be peculiar to this study. 
The influence of the reputation of the school's conference in basket-
ball was significantly higher for both NCAA Division I and Division III 
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than for Division II or NAIA subjects. This is not surprising since two 
of the NAIA schools do not currently play in a conference. 
The influence of attention from pro scouts and media exposure was 
significantly more important for NCAA Division I than NCAA Division III 
which would have been expected because of the higher skill level of the 
players and the prestige of the programs. The influence of meeting with 
current players on the team was significantly more important for NCAA 
Division I than either of the other two levels and in fact was the most 
important influence for Division I players. None of the previous research 
has ever reported this influence as being of such importance although 
several major college coaches such as Lute Olson formerly from the Univer-
sity of Iowa have made a point of not offering a scholarship to a prospec-
tive recruit without first conferring with the players already on the 
team. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings and experience gained in this investigation, 
the following recommendations are offered: 
1. College basketball coaches in Iowa should emphasize the career oppor-
tunities provided upon graduation and the academic quality of their 
respective institutions in their recruiting as these have been shown 
to be primary influences which motivate basketball players to selecL a 
college. 
2. The warmth, honesty and sincerity of the college coaching staff was a 
primary influence in the college selection process and should be 
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emphasized by athletic administrators and head coaches regardless of 
the college's level of competition. 
3. Influences such as the advice given by a high school teacher, climate, 
availability of an athletic dormitory and training tables, meeting 
with a strength coach and the possible attention of pro scouts were 
found to be of little importance in the college selection process but 
should not be overlooked or disregarded. 
4. College coaches should be aware that many influences appear to have 
different degrees of importance attached to them by individual basket-
ball players on the basis of the level of competition of the institu-
tion. 
5. NCAA Division I coaches should be aware of the importance of the in-
fluence that current players on the team have on a prospect's selec-
tion of a college. 
6. Applications of this study, involving student-athletes from similar 
colleges in other states, would substantiate the findings presented 
here and provide a broader base for generalizing similar conclusions 
reached. 
7. Future studies should attempt to control and equalize the cell sizes 
and use a larger population by enlarging the number of institutions 
utilized in order to generalize conclusions for all basketball play-
ers. 
8. Individual colleges or universities should attempt to determine those 
factors which are most influential in the selection of a college by 
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student-athletes in all sports in order to recruit more efficiently 
for their athletic programs. 
9. Based on the findings of this study, Levin's approach to advising 
student athletes being heavily recruited by prestigious college 
basketball programs would seem to be a viable one that is worth 
implementing by high school coaches. 
10. A recommendation for future studies would be to administer this 
survey only to in-coming freshmen during the first couple or weeks 
after their arrival on campus. This would help reduce the possi-
bility that responses may have measured the degree of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with attributes of the college as opposed to the 
original perception of the student athlete. 
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APPENDIX A. LETTER TO COACHES 
Coach Dennis Dearden 
Head Basketball Coach 
Simpson College 
Indianola, Iowa 50125 
Dear Coach Dearden: 
May 15, 1983 
I'm sure that you are aware of the importance of recruiting and the de-
mands that it places on the college" coaching staff. I am currently work-
ing on my thesis for my master's degree at Iowa State University. My 
research concerns the factors that influence high school basketball play-
ers to select certain colleges or universities over others to determine if 
any factors are more important than others and if there are major differ-
ences between types of schools. I have selected three NCAA Division I 
colleges, three NCAA Division II or NAIA colleges and three NCAA Division 
III colleges the State of Iowa for my study. 
I would like to include the players from your team at Simpson College. 
Participation would involve the administration of a questionnaire by the 
researcher to as many of your players as possible. I would like to know 
if I could administer the questionnaire at your school sometime in the 
next two weeks, or if you prefer, the questionnaire could be sent to you 
for administration by you and your staff at your convenience. I will call 
you in a couple of days to coordinate this. The questionnaire will take 
only about ten minutes for your players to complete and I have included a 
copy for your information. 
I hope that I can have the cooperation of you and your players in the com-
pletion of this study. At the conclusion of the research, a copy of the 
findings will be sent to you for your use. 
Sincerely, 
Mike Swaim 
Graduate Student 
Im.;ra State University 
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APPENDIX B. DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT 
STUDENT-ATHLETE RECRUITMENT DECISION-MAKING SURVEY 
The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the factors 
which influenced your choice to attend your college or university. The 
results of this study will be used to help your coaches and other coaches 
to recruit more effectively. Your coaches will not have any knowledge of 
your answers on this survey and no individual will be identified in any 
way. This is not a test, there are no right or wrong answers. After you 
have completed the survey, please return it to the person who administered 
it to you or return it in the attached postage-paid envelope. 
Background Information 
Please answer the following questions by filling in the blanks or by 
placing a circle around the number which corresponds to your answer. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
q;.~ 
5. 
16\. 
.. I 
i 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
Your age: 
Your home state: 
Your college major: 
The size of your high school: 
Your ethnic background: (1) Caucasian (2) Hispanic American 
(3) Black American (4) Other 
Which term best describes your hometown? (1) Rural (2) Small town 
(3) Large city 
Is your college or university outside your home state? (1) Yes (2) No 
Which of the following classification represents the school you 
presently attend? (1) NCAA Division I (2) NCAA Division II or NAIA 
(3) NCAA Division III 
Are you receiving an athletic grant-in-aid (scholarship) for playing 
basketball? (1) Yes (2) No 
If you receive an athletic grant-in-aid for basketball, which of the 
following do you receive? (1) Full grant-in-aid (2) Partial grant-
in-aid (3) Does not apply 
Prior to enrolling at your school, we~e you contacted in writing by a 
coach about playing basketball at the school you are now attending? 
(1) Yes (2) No 
Prior to enrolling at your school, were you visited personally by a 
coach about playing basketball at the school you are now attending? 
(1) Yes (2) No 
Prior to enrolling at your school, were you contacted in writing by 
basketball coaches from schools other than the one you are now 
attendin'g? (1) Yes (2) No 
Prior to enrolling at your school, were you visited personally by 
basketball coaches from schools other than the one you are now 
attending? (1) Yes (2) No 
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15. How many schools did you personally visit before enrolling at your 
present college or university? 
--~~--~--~~~ 16. What is your current student classification? (1) Freshman 
(2) Sophomore (3) Junior (4) Senior 
17. Did you transfer from another 4 year college or university? (1) Yes 
(2) No 
18. Did you transfer from a junior college? (1) Yes (2) No 
i9. What do you think your chances are of completing a college degree? 
(1) Poor (2) Below average (3) Average (4) Above average 
(5) Excellent 
20. What do you think your chances are of competing 4 years as a college 
basketball player? (1) Poor (2) Below average (3) Average (4) Above 
average (5) Excellent 
21. What do you think your chances are of competing as a professional 
basketball player? (1) Poor (2) Below average (3) Average (4) 
Above average (5) Excellent 
How many years in high school did you do the following? 
22. Play on the var~ity basketball team? (1) 1 yr (2) 2 yr (3) 3 yr 
(4) 4 yr (5) None 
23. Start on a varsity basketball team? (1) 1 yr (2) 2 yr (3) 3 yr 
(4) 4 yr (5) None 
24. Received an honor such as being named all-conference or all-state 
the sport of basketball. (1) 1 yr (2) 2 yr (3) 3 yr (4) 4 yr 
(5) None 
in 
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On the following pages are a list of factors in 5 different categories 
which you may have considered during the time you were recruited to come 
to your school. On a scale of 1 to 5, please circle the number which best 
describes the degree of importance you placed on each factor during your 
consideration. If a factor does not apply, circle the number O. 
College or university academic influence -
How important were the following factors on 
your decision to attend your school? 
25. Academic reputation of the school 
26. Availability of major you desired 
27. Academic reputation of your major program 
28. Academic support services for student-
athletes such as tutoring 
29. Career opportunities upon graduation 
30. Heeting faculty members in your major 
area during your visit to campus 
College or university general influence -
How important were the following factors 
on your decision to attend your school? 
31. The school's residence facilities 
32. Physical appearance of the campus 
33. Classroom facilities 
34. Size of the school 
35. Number of students of the same ethnic 
background on campus 
36. Number of students of the opposite sex 
on the campus 
37. Closeness of campus to your home 
38. Climate 
39. Availability and nature of social life 
on the campus 
College or university overall athletic 
influence - How important were the following 
factors on your decision to attend your school? 
40. Seeing the weight training facilities 
during your visit to campus 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
i 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
58 
41. Seeing the training room facilities 
during your visit to campus 
42. Meeting with athletic academic counselor 
during your visit to campus 
43. Meeting with strength coach during your 
visit to campus 
44. Availability of an athletic residence 
hall or training tables 
45. Media exposure of athletics 
46. Overall athletic reputation of your 
school 
College or university basketball specific 
influence - How important were the following 
factors on your decision to attend your 
school? 
47. Winning tradition of basketball team 
48. Reputation of your school's conference 
in the sport of basketball 
49. Winning reputation of head coach 
50. Attention from pro scouts 
51. A chance for you to play immediately 
52. Post season playoff tradition 
53. In-state loyalty 
54. Locker room facilities 
55. Physical appearance of practice and 
playing arena 
56. Meeting with current' players on team 
57. School's reputation of team support by 
fans and community 
58. Basketball team's style of play 
59. Warmth, honesty and personal interest 
shown in you by recruiting coach 
60. Warmth, honesty and personal interest 
shown in you by the hea~ coach 
Hometown influence - How important were the 
following factors on your decision to attend 
your school? 
61. The advice of your parents 
62. The advice of your high school coach 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
63. 
64. 
65. 
66. 
67. 
68. 
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The advice of a high school teacher 
The advice of a trusted friend 
The advice of a trusted relative 
A friend enrolled at the school 
Parents or relatives attended the 
school 
What is the single most important factor 
to attend your college or university? 
.j.J 
~ 
til 
.j.J 
I-! 
a 
.j.J 0. 
a S 
Z-r-! 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
which 
.j.J .j.J .j.J ;:..,...,; 
;:..,~ ~ ~ ,.....; ~ 
,.....; til til til Q) til .j.J 
.j.J.j.J .j.J .j.J s .j.J 
-
..c: I-! I-! I-! Q) I-! ~ ;:.., 
bOO a ;:"'0 I-! a til,.....; 
or-! 0. 0. I-! 0. .j.Jp.. Q) 0. 
,.....; S S QJ S ~ S a 0. (J)-r-! H ::> or-! ~o,-! P til 
2 3 4 5 0 
2 3 4 5 0 
2 3 4 5 0 
2 3 4 5 0 
2 3 4 5 0 
influenced your choice 
69. Of the 5 general categories of factors mentioned in this survey, rank 
them below in the order of their overall importance in your decision 
to choose your college or university. If Hometown Influence was most 
important as a category, place a 5 in the blank if it was least im-
portant, place a 1 in the blank. 
(1) College or University Academic Influence 
(2) College or University General Influence 
(3) College or University Overall Athletic Influence 
(4) College or University Basketball Specific Influence 
(5) Hometown Influence 
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APPENDIX C. MODIFIED CONSENT FORM 
Statement of Informed Consent 
You are being asked to participate in a study about sport. The major 
purpose of the study is to investigate factors which may have influenced 
your choice to attend your college or university. As a participant in 
this study, you will be asked to complete a short questionnaire. Most 
items can be answered by simply checking how you feel. This is not a 
test, and there are no right or wrong answers. You will not be asked to 
sign your name on the questionnaire, and no individual will be identified 
in any way. 
If you have any questions, the individual supervising this project will 
attempt to answer them. You may refuse to answer any questions that are 
asked, but we hope that you will not find this necessary. Though we doubt 
that you will want to, you may discontinue participation at any time. 
Please sign below to indicate that you have read this information, and 
that you are willing to participate in this study. Thank you very much 
for your assistance in this project. 
Signature 
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APPENDIX D. TABLE OF DESCRIPTIVE DATA OF THE SUBJECTS 
Table 10. Descriptive data of the subjects 
Description Frequency 
Level of competition 
NCAA Division I 
NCAA Division II or NAIA 
NCAA Division III 
Age 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
Home state 
Iowa 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Minnesota 
Kentucky 
Missouri 
Arizona 
Florida 
Kansas 
Texas 
Wisconsin 
Washington, D.C. 
College major 
Business 
Physical Education 
Computer Science 
17 
15 
35 
4 
20 
l3 
19 
11 
43 
11 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
29 
7 
4 
Percentage 
25.4 
22.4 
52.3 
6.0 
29.9 
19.4 
28.4 
16.4 
64.2 
16.4 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
43.3 
10.4 
6.0 
Table 10. (Continued) 
Description 
Public Relations 
Management 
Communications 
Biology 
Education 
Undeclared 
Recreation 
History 
Science 
Political Science 
Environmental Studies 
Psychology 
Chemistry 
Agribusiness 
Sociology 
Pre-Law 
Human Services 
Size of high school 
Under 100 
101-500 
501-1,000 
1,001-1,500 
1,501-2,000 
Over 2,000 
Grant-in-aid 
Subjects receiving 
Subjects not receiving 
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Frequency 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 
24 
12 
13 
10 
4 
31 
36 
Percentage 
6.0 
4.5 
4.5 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
6.0 
35.8 
17.9 
19.4 
14.9 
6.0 
46.3 
53.7 
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Table 10. (Continued) 
Description Frequency 
Student classification 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Classification prior to present enrollment 
Enrolled directly out of high school 
Transferred from another 4 year college 
Transferred from a junior college 
22 
13 
18 
14 
6 
8 
53 
Years of high school varsity basketball experience 
1 year 2 
2 years 20 
3 years 29 
4 years 16 
Years of starting on a high school varsit~ basketball 
1 year 10 
2 years 26 
3 years 25 
4 years 6 
Years received honor for playing basketball 
1 year 
2 years 
3 years 
4 years 
None 
17 
24 
17 
2 
7 
team 
Percentage 
32.8 
19.4 
26.9 
20.9 
9.0 
11.9 
79.1 
3.0 
29.9 
43.3 
23.9 
14.9 
38.8 
37.3 
9.0 
25.4 
35.8 
25.4 
3.0 
10.4 
Table 10. (Continued) 
Description 
Ethnic background 
Caucasian 
Black American 
Hometown 
Rural 
Small town 
Large city 
64 
Frequency 
55 
12 
6 
36 
25 
Percentage 
82.1 
17.9 
9.0 
53.7 
37.3 
65 
APPENDIX E. TABLE LISTING COMPLETE RANK OF INFLUENCES 
Table 11. Rank listing of influences for all 43 influences 
Rank for Ranks within 
all colleges Influence Div I Div II Div III 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
Career opportunities upon 3 
graduation 
Availability of major desired 6 
Academic reputation of the school 4 
Warmth, honesty and personal 5 
interest of head coach 
Academic reputation of major 11 
program 
Warmth, honesty and personal 2 
interest of recruiting coach 
Physical appearance of the campus 18 
A chance to play immediately 7 
Heeting with current players on 1 
the team 
School's reputation of team support 8 
The advice of parents 10 
Physical appearance of practice 
and playing arena 
Basketball team's style of play 
Size of the school 
Classroom facilities 
Availability and nature of social 
life 
The school's residence facilities 
Overall athletic reputation of 
the school 
Meeting faculty members in your 
major area 
Winning reputation of head coach 
Advice of a high school coach 
14 
9 
12 
19 
13 
27 
21 
17 
29 
15 
4 
1 
6 
2 
3 
7 
10 
5 
9 
13 
8 
16 
11 
14 
12 
Ii 
15 
24 
18 
20 
21 
1 
3 
2 
5 
4 
6 
7 
20 
23 
9 
21 
10 
19 
16 
11 
17 
12 
8 
24 
15 
22 
66 
Table 11. (Continued) 
Rank for Ranks within 
all colleges Influence Div I Div II Div III 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
Basketball reputation of your 20 
school's conference 
Number of students of the opposite 16 
sex 
Winning tradition of basketball 
team 
Closeness of campus to your home 
Advice of a trusted friend 
Meeting with athletic academic 
counselor 
Academic support services for 
athletes 
Post season playoff tradition 
Locker room facilities 
31 
25 
24 
28 
26 
32 
30 
Seeing the training room facilities 22 
Advice of a trusted relative 
Number of students of the same 
ethnic background 
In-state loyalty 
A friend enrolled at the school 
Media exposure of athletics 
Seeing the weight training 
facilities 
34 
35 
33 
41 
23 
38 
The advice of a high school teacher 36 
Climate 
Availability of athletic dorm or 
training tables 
Parents or relatives attended the 
the school 
Meeting with the strength coach 
Attention from pro scouts 
40 
37 
43 
42 
39 
36 
19 
33 
32 
22 
26 
29 
28 
34 
27 
35 
23 
41 
25 
31 
30 
40 
38 
39 
37 
43 
42 
13 
25 
14 
18 
26 
29 
30 
27 
28 
33 
31 
35 
33 
32 
39 
36 
37 
38 
40 
41 
42 
43 
